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(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 466, a bill to amend the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act
to fully fund 40 percent of the average
per pupil expenditure for programs
under part B of such Act.

S. 556

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 556, a bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to reduce emissions from electric
powerplants, and for other purposes.

S. 561

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
561, a bill to provide that the same
health insurance premium conversion
arrangements afforded to Federal em-
ployees be made available to Federal
annuitants and members and retired
members of the uniformed services.

S. 570

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 570, a bill to establish a perma-
nent Violence Against Women Office at
the Department of Justice.

S. 582

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), and the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD) were
added as cosponsors of S. 582, a bill to
amend titles XIX and XXI of the Social
Security Act to provide States with
the option to cover certain legal immi-
grants under the medicaid and State
children’s health insurance program.

S. 677

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 677, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the re-
quired use of certain principal repay-
ments on mortgage subsidy bond fi-
nancing to redeem bonds, to modify the
purchase price limitation under mort-
gage subsidy bond rules based on me-
dian family income, and for other pur-
poses.

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 677, supra.

At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, his name was added as a
cosponsor of S. 677, supra.

S. 718

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 718, a bill to direct the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology to
establish a program to support re-
search and training in methods of de-
tecting the use of performance-enhanc-
ing drugs by athletes, and for other
purposes.

S. 830

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S.

830, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to authorize the Director
of the National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences to make grants
for the development and operation of
research centers regarding environ-
mental factors that may be related to
the etiology of breast cancer.

S. 839

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 839, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to increase
the amount of payment for inpatient
hospital services under the medicare
program and to freeze the reduction in
payments to hospitals for indirect
costs of medical education.

S. 847

At the request of Mr. DAYTON, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 847, a bill to impose tariff-rate
quotas on certain casein and milk pro-
tein concentrates.

S. 860

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GRAHAM) was added as a cosponsor of S.
860, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for the
treatment of certain expenses of rural
letter carriers.

S. 866

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 866, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for a na-
tional media campaign to reduce and
prevent underage drinking in the
United States.

S. 906

At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name
of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STE-
VENS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
906, a bill to provide for protection of
gun owner privacy and ownership
rights, and for other purposes.

S. 920

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 920, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a cred-
it against income tax to individuals
who rehabilitate historic homes or who
are the first purchasers of rehabilitated
historic homes for use as a principal
residence.

S. 926

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY), the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. MCCONNELL), the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
TORRICELLI), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. DAYTON), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) were
added as cosponsors of S. 926, a bill to
prohibit the importation of any article
that is produced, manufactured, or
grown in Burma.

S. RES. 117

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from Delaware

(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 117, a resolution honoring John
J. Downing, Brian Fahey, and Harry
Ford, who lost their lives in the course
of duty as firefighters.

S. CON. RES. 9
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the

names of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CORZINE), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. DURBIN), and the Senator
from Florida (Mr. NELSON) were added
as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 9, a con-
current resolution condemning the vio-
lence in East Timor and urging the es-
tablishment of an international war
crimes tribunal for prosecuting crimes
against humanity that occurred during
that conflict.

S. CON. RES. 34

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a
cosponsor of S. Con. Res. 34, a concur-
rent resolution congratulating the Bal-
tic nations of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania on the tenth anniversary of
the reestablishment of their full inde-
pendence.

S. CON. RES. 53

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KOHL), the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI), and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) were added
as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 53, con-
current resolution encouraging the de-
velopment of strategies to reduce hun-
ger and poverty, and to promote free
market economies and democratic in-
stitutions, in sub-Saharan Africa.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr KENNEDY, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. DODD, Mrs MUR-
RAY, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER and Mrs. BOXER).

S. 1107. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act and the Railway
Labor Act to prevent discrimination
based on participation in labor dis-
putes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I, along
with 15 of my colleagues are intro-
ducing a bill today that addresses an
issue we haven’t talked enough about
in the Senate in recent years—but it’s
a critically important issue that we
cannot continue to ignore.

I’m talking about workers’ rights—
specifically the erosion of a worker’s
fundamental right to strike, to protect
that right.

Today, we are introducing the Work-
place Fairness Act. This may sound fa-
miliar to many of my colleagues here
in the Senate. It was a bill my good
friend and former colleague Senator
Howard Metzenbaum from Ohio intro-
duced in the 102nd and 103rd congress.

The Workplace Fairness Act would
amend the National Labor Relations
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Act and the Railway Labor Act by pro-
hibiting employers from hiring perma-
nent replacement workers during a
strike. It would also make it an unfair
labor practice for an employer to
refuse to allow a striking worker who
has made an unconditional offer to re-
turn to go back to work.

Why do we need this legislation?
Because right now, a right to strike

is a right to be permanently replaced—
to lose your job. Every cut-rate, cut-
throat employer knows they can break
a union if they are willing to play
hardball and ruin the lives of the peo-
ple who have made their company what
it is. In my own state of Iowa—Titan
Tire Company out of Des Moines, is
trying to drive out the union workers
with permanent replacements—the
union has been on strike for three
years now.

Over the past two decades, workers’
right to strike has too often been un-
dermined by the destructive practice of
hiring permanent replacement work-
ers. Since the 1980s, permanent replace-
ments have been used again and again
to break unions and to shift the bal-
ance between workers and manage-
ment.

Titan Tire just outside is just one of
many examples.

On May 1, 1998, the 650 members of
the United Steelworkers of America,
Local 164, who work in Des Moines
Titan Tire plant, were forced into an
Unfair Labor Practice Strike.

During the contract negotiations pre-
ceding this strike, Titan International
Inc. President and CEO, Morry Taylor,
attempted to eliminate pension and
medical benefits and illegally move
jobs and equipment out of the plant. He
also forced employees to work exces-
sive mandatory overtime, sometimes
working people as many as 26 days in a
row without a day off.

Well, the membership decided that
Titan’s final offer was impossible to ac-
cept, and they voted to strike. Two
months later, in July, 1998, Titan began
hiring permanent replacement work-
ers.

During the past three years, approxi-
mately 500 permanent replacement
workers have been hired at the Des
Moines plant. And little or no progress
has been made toward reaching a fair
settlement. In fact on April 30, 2000,
the day before the second anniversary
of the Titan strike, Morrie Taylor pre-
dicted that the strike would never be
settled.

Workers deserve better than this.
Workers aren’t disposable assets that
can be thrown away when labor dis-
putes arise.

When we considered this legislation
in 1994, the Senate labor and Human
Resources Committee heard poignant
testimony about the emotional and fi-
nancial hardships caused by hiring per-
manent replacement workers. We heard
about workers losing their homes;
going without health insurance be-
cause of the high costs of COBRA cov-
erage; feeling useless when they were

permanently replaced after years of
loyal service.

The right to strike—which we all
know is a last resort since no worker
takes the financial risk of a strike
lightly—is fundamental to preserving
workers’ rights to bargain for better
wages and better working conditions.
Without the right to strike, workers
forgo their fair share of bargaining
power.

Permanent striker replacement not
only affects the workers who were re-
placed. It affects other workers in com-
peting companies. When one employer
in an industry breaks a union, hires
permanent replacements, and cuts sal-
aries and benefits, it affects all the
other companies in the industry. Now
they either have to find a way to com-
pete with the low-wages and shoddy
benefits of a cut-rate, cut-throat busi-
ness—or they have to follow suit.

Also, workers faced with being re-
placed are forced to make a choice.
They can either stay with the union
and fight for their jobs, or they can
cross the picket line to avoid losing the
jobs they’ve held for ten or twenty or
thirty years.

Is this a free choice, as some of our
colleagues would suggest? Or is this
blackmail that takes away the rights
and the dignity of the workers of this
country? What does it mean to tell
workers, ‘‘you have the right to
strike’’—when we allow them to be
summarily fired for exercising that
right?

In reality, there is no legal right to
strike today. And because there is no
legal right to strike, there is no legal
right to bargain collectively. And since
there is no legal right to bargain col-
lectively, there is no level playing field
between workers and management.

In other words, Management gets to
say that you must bargain on their
terms—or find some other place to
work. If you’re permanently replaced,
that means you’re out of work; you
lose all your pension rights; you lose
your seniority; you lose your job for-
ever.

How did this happen? We’ve got to go
back to the 1930’s for the answer.

In response to widespread worker
abuses—and union busting—Congress
passed the National Labor Relations
Act—the Wagner Act—in 1935 and it
was signed into law by President Roo-
sevelt. The Wagner Act guarantees
workers the right to organize and bar-
gain collectively and strike if nec-
essary. It makes it illegal for compa-
nies to interfere with these rights. In
fact, it specifies the right to strike and
states: ‘Nothing in this act—except as
specifically provided herein—shall be
construed so as to interfere with or im-
pede or diminish in any way the right
to strike.’

In 1938, the Supreme Court dealt the
Wagner Act a mortal blow in the case
National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB) versus Mackay Radio and Tele-
graph Co. In that case, the Court said
that Mackay Radio could hire perma-

nent replacement workers for those en-
gaged in an economic strike.

There are two types of strikes: eco-
nomic and unfair labor practices. Em-
ployers must rehire employees in un-
fair labor practice strikes. The NLRB
determines if the strike is economic or
based on unfair labor practices. Unions
cannot know in advance whether NLRB
will rule that their employer has en-
gaged in unfair labor practices. So any
employee participating in a strike runs
a risk of permanently losing his or her
job.

What’s interesting is that following
the Court’s ruling, companies did not
take advantage of this loophole until
the 1980s. Before then, they recognized
that doing that would upset this level
playing field. For almost 40 years,
management rarely hired permanent
replacements.

That began to change in the 1980s.
Since then, hiring permanent replace-
ments has become a routine practice to
break unions and shift the balance be-
tween workers and management.

Again, the Workplace Fairness Act
would restore the fundamental prin-
ciple of fair labor-management rela-
tions—the right of workers to strike
without having to fear losing their
jobs.

Permanent striker replacement
keeps us from moving forward as a na-
tion into an era of high-wage, high-
skilled, highly productive jobs in the
global marketplace. Without the right
to strike, workers’ rights will continue
to erode. The result will be fewer in-
centives and less motivation to
produce good work, and companies will
also suffer with less quality in their
products.

Obviously, this legislation won’t be
adopted this year. But we are intro-
ducing it today to signal my intent on
raising it and other fundamental labor
law reforms in the next session of Con-
gress. It’s time for us to level the play-
ing field for hard-working Americans.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1107
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PREVENTION OF DISCRIMINATION

DURING AND AT THE CONCLUSION
OF LABOR DISPUTES.

Section 8(a) of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act (29 U.S.C. 158(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(6)(i) to offer, or to grant, the status of a
permanent replacement employee to an indi-
vidual for performing bargaining unit work
for the employer during a labor dispute; or

‘‘(ii) to otherwise offer, or grant, an indi-
vidual any employment preference based on
the fact that such individual was employed,
or indicated a willingness to be employed,
during a labor dispute over an individual
who—
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‘‘(A) was an employee of the employer at

the commencement of the dispute;
‘‘(B) has exercised the right to join, to as-

sist, or to engage in other concerted activi-
ties for the purpose of collective bargaining
or other mutual aid or protection through
the labor organization involved in the dis-
pute; and

‘‘(C) is working for, or has unconditionally
offered to return to work for, the em-
ployer.’’.
SEC. 2. PREVENTION OF DISCRIMINATION DUR-

ING AND AT THE CONCLUSION OF
RAILWAY LABOR DISPUTES.

Paragraph Fourth of section 2 of the Rail-
way Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 152) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ after ‘‘Fourth.’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) No carrier, or officer or agent of the

carrier, shall—
‘‘(1) offer, or grant, the status of a perma-

nent replacement employee to an individual
for performing work in a craft or class for
the carrier during a dispute involving the
craft or class; or

‘‘(2) otherwise offer, or grant, an individual
any employment preference based on the
fact that such individual was employed, or
indicated a willingness to be employed, dur-
ing a dispute over an individual who—

‘‘(A) was an employee of the carrier at the
commencement of the dispute;

‘‘(B) has exercised the right to join, to or-
ganize, to assist in organizing, or to bargain
collectively through the labor organization
involved in the dispute; and

‘‘(C) is working for, or has unconditionally
offered to return to work for, the carrier.’’.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join my good friend Sen-
ator HARKIN as an original cosponsor of
the Workplace Fairness Act of 2001.
This measure, along with the ‘‘Right to
Organize Act of 2001,’’ which I intro-
duced yesterday, are two of the most
important pieces of legislation that
will come before the Senate this year.

Together, these measures strengthen
workers’ rights to organize, to join a
union, and to advocate for fair collec-
tive bargaining and fair agreements.
Together, these measures produce the
basic platform for healthy economies,
healthy communities, and healthy
families.

Specifically, the Striker Replace-
ment Act is designed to combat an un-
fair labor practice which strikes at the
very heart of the collective bargaining
process in this country: the permanent
replacement of striking workers. The
goal of this Act is to restore the labor-
management balance in today’s work-
place by preventing the fundamental
right to strike from being transformed
into a right to be fired.

The record shows that permanent re-
placement of striking workers has been
used increasingly over the years. Pri-
vate sector employers, emboldened by
the Reagan Administration’s perma-
nent replacement of striking Federal
employees in the early 1980’s, began to
use the permanent replacement of
striking workers as a means of abro-
gating collective bargaining agree-
ments and bringing in new hires often
screened for their anti-union biases.

The process is fairly simple: require
major and unreasonable concessions of
a union; force them to strike; perma-
nently replace them with workers un-

sympathetic to the union; and move to
decertify the union. This should be
called what it is: outright union bust-
ing. And it should not be tolerated.

The purpose of the Railway Labor
Act and the National Labor Relations
Act was to respond to the persistent—
and sometimes violent—denial by cer-
tain employers of the right to organize
and bargain collectively. The resulting
strikes and other forms of industrial
unrest in the 1930’s were held by the
courts to have severely burdened free
and open commerce across the country.
As a result, the Railway Labor Act and
the National Labor Relations Act were
passed, guided by two fundamental
principles: 1. Employees have a right to
pursue their interests collectively
without fear of employer reprisals, and
2. Questions about representation must
be separated from substantive issues in
dispute. Government-supervised proce-
dure should be established to ensure
fair representation; while collective
bargaining should be the forum for set-
tling the remaining substantive dis-
putes.

This system and these principles are
sound. Workers have a right to orga-
nize without being retaliated against
for exercising that right. And they
have a right to negotiate wages, bene-
fits, and other items through collective
bargaining.

But these principles only work if the
right to strike, in the words of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, is not
‘‘interfered with or impeded or dimin-
ished in any way.’’ In 1938, the Supreme
Court in the Mackay Radio case cut a
huge swath through these guiding prin-
ciples by creating the striker replace-
ment doctrine. Under this doctrine, af-
firmed in subsequent decisions, such as
Belknap v. Hale (1983) and TWA v.
IFFA (1989), even though it is unlawful
to fire a striking worker, it is not un-
lawful to permanently replace him or
her.

The distinction between firing and
permanent replacement, is ludicrous—
and it is untenable. The central prac-
tical reality—as any man or woman
who has exercised his or her right to
strike and has paid the consequences
can tell you—in either case, whether it
is called a firing or a permanent re-
placement—the employee loses their
job because he or she has exercised the
right to strike. That’s the reality.
That’s the harsh reality.

The measure we are introducing
today is a simple one. It does two
things: 1. It amends the National Labor
Relations Act and the Railway Labor
Act to prohibit employers from hiring
permanent replacement workers during
a strike, or giving employment pref-
erence to cross over employees, and 2.
It makes it an unfair labor practice for
an employer to refuse to allow a strik-
ing worker to return to work if that
worker has unconditionally offered to
return to work.

It’s that simple. These are funda-
mental protections. These are protec-
tions that are part of the basic com-

pact with the American worker created
by the National Labor Relations Act
and the Railway Labor Act. It is long
past time that workers seeking to bet-
ter their lives, their families, and their
communities are given access to a col-
lective bargaining process that is fair
and even-handed. It is long past time
that workers be allowed to advocate
for reasonable terms and conditions of
their employment without fear of dev-
astating retribution.

Finally, this measure not only meets
the needs of workers, their families,
and their communities, it also serves
the interest of our nation in a global
economy. As others have pointed out,
if we are to remain strong and competi-
tive as a nation, we must develop a
highly motivated and skilled workforce
and we must create stable worker-em-
ployer relationships that are based on
mutual respect and a mutual commit-
ment to a joint economic enterprise.
This will only happen if we level the
playing field and support a just, sound,
and effective collective bargaining
process.

This measure, the Workplace Fair-
ness Act, is one key to achieving these
goals. I urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting this legislation.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and
Ms. COLLINS):

S. 1108. A bill to authorize the trans-
fer and conveyance of real property at
the Naval Security Group Activity,
Winter Harbor, Maine, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President. I rise
today with my colleague from Maine to
introduce legislation facilitating the
land conveyance at Winter Harbor, ME.

First, may I note that this bill is the
product of countless hours of hard
work and deliberation by the commu-
nities it affects—Winter Harbor and
Gouldsboro—the State of Maine, and
the Maine Delegation. I would like to
thank those involved: Chairmen Stan
Torrey and Tom Mayor and members of
the Gouldsboro and Winter Harbor
Base Reuse Committees; Jean Mar-
shall, the Defense Conversion Coordi-
nator for Eastern Maine Development;
Linda Pagels and Roger Barto, Town
Managers for Gouldsboro and Winter
Harbor; and Commander Edwin
Williamson, Commanding Officer of
Naval Security Group Activity Winter
Harbor, for their efforts in crafting leg-
islation that all concerned can support.

The Navy has been a strong and sup-
portive presence in the Winter Harbor
region since the establishment of their
facility over 80 years ago. What started
as one man’s patriotic efforts in World
War I to establish a radio station for
transatlantic communications devel-
oped into a complex network of sophis-
ticated equipment that became Winter
Harbor Naval Security Group Activity.
Throughout the two World Wars and
subsequent Cold War, the men and
women stationed at Winter Harbor pro-
vided invaluable services in our Na-
tion’s defense.
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Maine and the Navy have always had

a special relationship, and that rela-
tionship extended to Winter Harbor.
The base and community embraced one
another and developed a good neighbor
relationship seldom seen between a
military installation and the sur-
rounding community. For both sides, it
was truly a win-win situation. The sail-
ors and their families enjoyed the hos-
pitality of Maine while the towns of
Winter harbor and Gouldsboro eco-
nomically benefited from the Navy’s
presence.

Unfortunately, the advent of new
technology has made the equipment
and mission of Winter Harbor obsolete.
With the announcement that the Win-
ter Harbor Naval Activity would close
in June 2002, the communities began
the laborious process of planning for
life without the good neighbors of Win-
ter Harbor NSGA.

With this base closing, Maine will
lose an economic base it has depended
on for over 80 years. At its high point,
Winter Harbor had approximately 250
sailors, 140 civilian employees, and
their family members in residence and
the base became an economic focal
point for the region with an estimated
$11 to $15 million being contributed to
the local economy on an annual basis.

To offset this impending loss, the
towns applied for and received a small
Economic Development Administra-
tion Defense Conversion Planning
Grant in the amount of $200,000. While
these funds proved crucial to the start
of the reuse process, many needs still
remain unmet. This legislation is in-
tended to address some of those needs
and to minimize the financial con-
sequences of the base closure.

The towns of Winter Harbor and
Gouldsboro are not looking for charity.
As you will see, this legislation’s in-
tent is to reimburse the towns for in-
frastructure improvements made at the
Navy’s behest and to provide the means
for the region to restore its economic
viability.

As I mentioned earlier, the Maine
Delegation has been working with the
local communities, the State, Navy,
and National Park Service to develop a
comprehensive plan for reuse of the
property and facilities. The primary fa-
cilities at Winter Harbor are located on
a beautiful and breathtaking portion of
the Maine coastline known as Schoodic
Point. Once the base closes, this legis-
lation dictates that the Schoodic Point
property will shift to the Department
of the Interior’s jurisdiction for inclu-
sion in Acadia National Park.

In preparation for this property
transfer, the National Park Service has
initiated a plan to establish a Research
and Education Center at the site. This
center will host educational programs
and private and public research facili-
ties, becoming a source for meaningful
employment and economic generation
for the communities. However, the Na-
tional Park Service effort will not be
achieved overnight and, like all pro-
grams, requires adequate funding.

As such, this legislation was drafted
to include financial provisions to ease
and expedite this transition as well as
to reimburse the community for local
services and infrastructure improve-
ments.

In closing, I would like to thank all
of those in the local communities, the
State of Maine, the Navy, and the Na-
tional Park Service and, of course, my
colleagues from the Maine Delegation
for their assistance in crafting this leg-
islation. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this initiative and allow the good
people of Winter Harbor and
Gouldsboro to make the most of this
unique base reuse opportunity.

I ask unanimous consent the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1108
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. LAND TRANSFER AND CONVEYANCE,

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY,
WINTER HARBOR, MAINE.

(a) TRANSFER OF JURISDICTION OF SCHOODIC
POINT PROPERTY AUTHORIZED.—(1) The Sec-
retary of the Navy may transfer, without
consideration, to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior administrative jurisdiction of a parcel of
real property, including any improvements
thereon and appurtenances thereto, con-
sisting of approximately 26 acres as gen-
erally depicted as Tract 15–116 on the map
entitled ‘‘Acadia National Park Schoodic
Point Area’’, numbered 123/80,418 and dated
May 2001. The map shall be on file and avail-
able for inspection in the appropriate offices
of the National Park Service.

(2) The transfer authorized by this sub-
section shall occur, if at all, concurrently
with the reversion of administrative juris-
diction of a parcel of real property consisting
of approximately 71 acres, as depicted as
Tract 15–115 on the map referred to in para-
graph (1), from the Secretary of the Navy to
the Secretary of the Interior as authorized
by Public Law 80–260 (61 Stat. 519) and to be
executed on or about June 30, 2002.

(b) CONVEYANCE OF COREA AND WINTER HAR-
BOR PROPERTIES AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
of the Navy may convey, without consider-
ation, to the State of Maine, any political
subdivision of the State of Maine, or any
tax-supported agency in the State of Maine,
all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to any of the parcels of real
property, including any improvements there-
on and appurtenances thereto, consisting of
approximately 485 acres and comprising the
former facilities of the Naval Security Group
Activity, Winter Harbor, Maine, located in
Hancock County, Maine, except for the real
property described in subsection (a)(1).

(c) TRANSFER OF PERSONAL PROPERTY.—
The Secretary of the Navy shall transfer,
without consideration, to the Secretary of
the Interior in the case of the real property
transferred under subsection (a), or to any
recipient of such real property in the case of
real property conveyed under subsection (b),
any or all personal property associated with
such real property so transferred or con-
veyed, including—

(1) the ambulances and any fire trucks or
other firefighting equipment; and

(2) any personal property required to con-
tinue the maintenance of the infrastructure
of such real property, including the genera-
tors and an uninterrupted power supply in
building 154 at the Corea site.

(d) MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY PENDING
CONVEYANCE.—The Secretary of the Navy
shall maintain any real property, including
any improvements thereon, appurtenances
thereto, and supporting infrastructure, to be
conveyed under subsection (b) in accordance
with the protection and maintenance stand-
ards specified in section 101–47.4913 of title
41, Code of Federal Regulations, until the
earlier of—

(1) the date of the conveyance of such real
property under subsection (b); or

(2) September 30, 2003.
(e) INTERIM LEASE.—(1) Until such time as

any parcel of real property to be conveyed
under subsection (b) is conveyed by deed
under that subsection, the Secretary of the
Navy may lease such parcel to any person or
entity determined by the Secretary to be an
appropriate lessee of such parcel.

(2) The amount of rent for a lease under
paragraph (1) shall be the amount deter-
mined by the Secretary to be appropriate,
and may be an amount less than the fair
market value of the lease.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary shall credit any amount
received for a lease of real property under
paragraph (1) to the appropriation or ac-
count providing funds for the operation and
maintenance of such property or for the pro-
curement of utility services for such prop-
erty. Amounts so credited shall be merged
with funds in the appropriation or account
to which credited, and shall be available for
the same purposes, and subject to the same
conditions and limitations, as the funds with
which merged.

(f) REIMBURSEMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
AND OTHER ASSESSMENTS.—(1) The Secretary
of the Navy may require each recipient of
real property conveyed under subsection (b)
to reimburse the Secretary for the costs in-
curred by the Secretary for any environ-
mental assessment, study, or analysis car-
ried out by the Secretary with respect to
such property before completing the convey-
ance under that subsection.

(2) The amount of any reimbursement re-
quired under paragraph (1) shall be deter-
mined by the Secretary, but may not exceed
the cost of the assessment, study, or analysis
for which reimbursement is required.

(3) Section 2695(c) of title 10, United States
Code, shall apply to any amount received by
the Secretary under this subsection.

(g) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property transferred under subsection (a),
and each parcel of real property conveyed
under subsection (b), shall be determined by
a survey satisfactory to the Secretary of the
Navy. The cost of any survey under the pre-
ceding sentence for real property conveyed
under subsection (b) shall be borne by the re-
cipient of the real property.

(h) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary of the Navy may require such
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with any conveyance under subsection
(b), and any lease under subsection (e), as the
Secretary considers appropriate to protect
the interests of the United States.
SEC. 2. TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO DEPARTMENT

OF THE INTERIOR.
The Secretary of Defense shall transfer to

the Secretary of the Interior amounts as fol-
lows:

(1) $5,000,000 for purposes of capital invest-
ments for the development of a research and
education center at Acadia National Park,
Maine.

(2) $1,400,000 for purposes of operation and
maintenance activities at Acadia National
Park Maine.
SEC. 3. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

(a) GRANT ASSISTANCE FOR TOWN OF WINTER
HARBOR.—(1) The Secretary of the Navy
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shall, by grant, provide financial assistance
to the Town of Winter Harbor, Maine (in this
subsection referred to as the ‘‘Town’’), in
each of fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004, for
the purpose of reimbursing the Town for
costs incurred in making improvements to
the water and sewer systems of the Town for
the benefit of the Naval Security Group Ac-
tivity, Winter Harbor, Maine, located in
Hancock County, Maine.

(2) The amount of the grant under para-
graph (1) in fiscal year 2002 shall be $68,000.

(3) The amount of the grant under para-
graph (1) in each of fiscal years 2003 and 2004
shall be the amount, not to exceed $68,000,
jointly determined by the Secretary and the
Town to be appropriate to reimburse the
Town as described in that paragraph in the
applicable fiscal year.

(b) GRANT ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE DISTRICT.—(1) The Secretary shall,
by grant, provide financial assistance to the
School Administrative District (SAD) oper-
ating Sumner High School, Sullivan, Maine.

(2) The purpose of the grant is to offset the
loss of impact aid under title VIII of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 that the local educational agency expe-
rienced for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 as a re-
sult of the closure of the Naval Security
Group Activity, Winter Harbor, Maine.

(3) The amount of the grant under para-
graph (1) shall be $86,000.
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS TO DEPARTMENT
OF INTERIOR.—There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 2002, $6,400,000 for pur-
poses of the transfers of funds required by
section 2.

(b) GRANTS.—There is hereby authorized to
be appropriated for the Department of the
Navy for purposes of the grants required by
section 3, amounts as follows:

(1) For fiscal year 2002, $154,000.
(2) For each of fiscal years 2003 and 2004,

such amounts as may be necessary.
(c) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—The

amounts authorized to be appropriated by
this section for the Department of Defense,
or for the Department of the Navy, for a fis-
cal year are in addition to any other
amounts authorized to be appropriated for
such Department for such fiscal year under
any other provision of law.

(d) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated by this section for a fiscal
year shall remain available until expended,
without fiscal year limitation.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joining my distinguished
colleague, Senator SNOWE, today in in-
troducing this legislation, the Naval
Security Group Activity at Winter
Harbor Conveyance Act. This convey-
ance legislation will authorize the
transfer of land, which has been under
the control of the Naval Security
Group for some seventy plus years
back to the Department of the Interior,
and to the State, ultimately to be put
to good use by our local communities.

Over the past seven decades, the
Navy has performed a key national se-
curity mission called Classic Wizard at
Winter Harbor. The Navy has played a
significant role in the economic devel-
opment of the local communities as
Maine residents and Navy personnel
have supported this mission. As the re-
quirement for the Classic Wizard mis-
sion at Winter Harbor is coming to an
end, and as technology advances, this
naval activity will be ending its ties to
the base in the summer of 2002.

While the Navy will be missed, it has
worked hand-in-hand with me and the
other members of the Maine delega-
tion, the Department of Interior, Na-
tional Park Service, and our local com-
munities in creating a viable economic
development and reuse plan for the
naval base and its associated property.

As part of its reuse plan for the site,
the National Park Service has proposed
developing a research and education
center at the Schoodic Point. The cen-
ter would accommodate and promote a
variety of research activities including
wildlife genetics and serve as a base for
permanent and visiting scientists to
conduct interdisciplinary research.

I worked with the National Park
Service in the development of its pro-
posal, and I have offered to help make
the concept a reality. Maine Governor
Angus King shares my support for the
proposed research and learning center
and has expressed the State’s willing-
ness to work as a partner in the effort
to establish a wildlife genetics labora-
tory at the center. We believe that
such a laboratory would generate good
jobs and promote the region’s econ-
omy. The work done at Schoodic Point
also would compliment the world class
research underway at other area facili-
ties in the area such as The Jackson
Laboratory, the Mount Desert Island
Biological Laboratory, and the Univer-
sity of Maine’s Cooperative Aqua-
culture Research Center.

The National Park Service’s proposed
reuse of the peninsula also includes an
educational component that would pro-
mote the public’s understanding of the
important natural and cultural re-
sources that are a part of our national
park system. Moreover, those who have
visited Schoodic would agree that the
remarkably beautiful 100 acres are wor-
thy of being a part of Acadia National
Park, one of our Nation’s greatest nat-
ural treasures.

It is important for the Federal Gov-
ernment to lend a hand to communities
that are struggling to cope with the ad-
verse effects of a base closure. Our leg-
islation, which was developed in con-
sultation with the local communities,
the State, the Department of the Inte-
rior and the Navy, provides the options
and opportunities that the region needs
to move beyond the loss of the Naval
Security Group Activity at Winter
Harbor. I will work to secure approval
of this bill by the Senate Armed Serv-
ices committee and the full Senate.

By Mr. ENZI:
S. 1110. A bill to require that the area

of a zip code number shall be located
entirely within a State, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to an-
nounce the introduction of a bill that
would help preserve the identity of
American communities that have
struggled with the United States Post-
al Service to acquire their own, indi-
vidual zip codes. The bill would do this
by prohibiting the Postal Service from

extending zip codes across State bound-
aries.

This bill was introduced in response
to concerns raised by the community
of Alta, WY. Alta is a small, rural town
situated next to the Wyoming-Idaho
border at the western base of the Grand
Teton Mountains. Because of treach-
erous travel conditions to the east of
Alta, the Postal Service made the deci-
sion to serve Alta residents out of the
post office in neighboring Driggs, ID.
Alta is isolated from other parts of Wy-
oming and it simply would be too dan-
gerous to require the Postal Service to
cross the Teton mountain range in the
winter to deliver mail to Alta. In pro-
viding this service, however, the post
office has not provided Alta residents
their own zip code at the Driggs post
office, but has required them to use the
Driggs zip code even though Alta resi-
dents live in an entirely different
State.

While this may not seem like a big
deal on its face, there are a number of
technical complications that arise in
the lives of Alta residents because the
Postal Service has not been willing to
extend the courtesy of an Alta zip code.

By requiring Alta residents to use
the Driggs zip code, the Postal Service
has created a lot of confusion for Alta
residents who attempt to conduct busi-
ness with mail order companies. What
sales tax do they pay? Idaho or Wyo-
ming? Although the Postal Service
maintains that zip codes are not used
to identify specific locations, other
companies use zip codes as an impor-
tant location code that is necessary to
adequately conduct their business.
Sales tax is often programmed by zip
code, so are car insurance rates, life in-
surance, homeowner’s insurance, even
our Federal and State income taxes use
zip codes as an indicator of when and
where to pay taxes.

The requirements of this bill will not
be onerous for the Postal Service to
implement. It will not require the serv-
ice to build new facilities or even to
change its method of operations. All it
will do is require the Postal Service to
identify those communities whose mail
service crosses State boundaries and to
assign them the necessary identifica-
tion number that they need to provide
the rest of the world a clear and con-
cise description of where they live and
who they are.

I urge my colleagues to support this
most important legislation.

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr.
CONRAD, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BURNS,
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. GRAMM, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
HELMS, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. LUGAR, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON
of Nebraska, Mr. REED, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
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SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. THOMAS,
and Mr. WELLSTONE):

S. 1111. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development
Act to authorize the National Rural
Development Partnership, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture Nutrition and Forestry.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise
today with Senator CONRAD to intro-
duce the National Rural Development
Partnership Act of 2001—a bill to codify
the National Rural Development Part-
nership, NRDP or the Partnership, and
provided a funding source for the pro-
gram, I am pleased that Senators AL-
LARD, BAUCUS, BINGAMAN, BURNS, COL-
LINS, CRAPO, DASCHLE, DAYTON, DOR-
GAN, ENZI, GRAMM, GRASSLEY, HAGEL,
HELMS, HUTCHISON, JEFFORDS, JOHNSON,
KENNEDY, KERRY, LEAHY, LUGAR, MI-
KULSKI, MURRAY, BEN NELSON, REED,
ROBERTS, SARBANES, BOB SMITH, GOR-
DON SMITH, THOMAS, and WELLSTONE
are joining us as original cosponsors.

The Partnership was established
under the Bush administration in 1990,
by Executive Order 12720. Although the
partnership has existed for ten years, it
has never been formally authorized by
Congress. The current basis for the ex-
istence of the partnership is found in
the Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act of 1972 and the Rural
Development Policy Act of 1980. In ad-
dition, the conference committee re-
port on the 1996 federal farm bill cre-
ated specific responsibilities and expec-
tations for the partnership and State
rural development councils, SRDCs.

The partnership is a nonpartisan
interagency working group whose mis-
sion is to ‘‘contribute to the vitality of
the Nation by strengthening the abil-
ity of all rural Americans to partici-
pate in determining their futures.’’ The
NRDP and SRDCs do something no
other entities do: facilitate collabora-
tion among federal agencies and be-
tween Federal agencies and State,
local, and tribal governments and the
private and non-profit sectors to in-
crease coordination of programs and
services to rural areas. When success-
ful, these efforts result in more effi-
cient use of limited rural development
resources and actually add value to the
efforts and dollars of others.

On March 8, 2000, the Subcommittee
on Forestry, Conservation, and Rural
Revitalization, which I chaired, held an
oversight hearing on the operations
and accomplishments of the NRDP and
SRDCs. The subcommittee heard from
a number of witnesses, including offi-
cials of the U.S. Departments of Agri-
culture, Transportation, and Health
and Human Services, State agencies,
and private sector representatives. The
hearing established the need for some
legislative foundation and consistent
funding. The legislation we introduced
last year and are reintroducing this
Congress accomplishes just that.

This legislation formally recognizes
the existence and operations of the
partnership, the National Rural Devel-

opment Coordinating Committee,
NRDCC, and SRDCs. In addition, the
legislation gives specific responsibil-
ities to each component of the Partner-
ship and authorizes it to receive con-
gressional appropriations.

Specifically, the bill formally estab-
lishes the NRDP and indicates it is
composed of the NRDCC and SRDCs.
NRDP is established for empowering
and building the capacity of rural com-
munities, encouraging participation in
flexible and innovative methods of ad-
dressing the challenges of rural areas,
and encouraging all those involved in
the partnership to be fully engaged and
to share equally in decisionmaking.
This legislation also identifies the role
of the Federal Government in the part-
nership as being that of partner, coach,
and facilitator. Federal agencies are
called upon to designate senior-level
officials to participate in the NRDCC
and to encourage field staff to partici-
pate in SRDCs. Federal agencies are
also authorized to enter into coopera-
tive agreements with, and to provide
grants and other assistance to, State
rural development councils, regardless
of the form of legal organization of a
State rural development council.

The composition of the NRDCC is
specified as being one representative
from each Federal agency with rural
responsibilities, and governmental and
non-governmental for-profit and non-
profit organizations that elect to par-
ticipate in the NRDCC. The legislation
outlines the duties of the council as
being to provide support to SRDCs; fa-
cilitate coordination among Federal
agencies and between the Federal,
State, local and tribal governments
and private organizations; enhance the
effectiveness, responsiveness, and de-
livery of Federal Government pro-
grams; gather and provide to Federal
agencies information about the impact
of government programs on rural
areas; review and comment on policies,
regulations, and proposed legislation;
provide technical assistance to SRDCs;
and develop strategies for eliminating
administrative and regulatory impedi-
ments. Federal agencies do have the
ability to opt out of participation in
the council, but only if they can show
how they can more effectively serve
rural areas without participating in
the partnership and council.

This legislation provides that states
may participate in the partnership by
entering into a memorandum of under-
standing with USDA to establish an
SRDC. SRDCs are required to operate
in a nonpartisan and nondiscrim-
inatory manner and to reflect the di-
versity of the States within which they
are organized. The duties of the SRDCs
are to facilitate collaboration among
government agencies at all levels and
the private and non-profit sectors; to
enhance the effectiveness, responsive-
ness, and delivery of Federal and State
Government programs; to gather infor-
mation about rural areas in its State
and share it with the NRDCC and other
entities; to monitor and report on poli-

cies and programs that address, or fail
to address, the needs of rural areas; to
facilitate the formulation of needs as-
sessments for rural areas and partici-
pate in the development of the criteria
for the distribution of Federal funds to
rural areas; to provide comments to
the NRDCC and others on policies, reg-
ulations, and proposed legislation; as-
sist the NRDCC in developing strate-
gies for reducing or eliminating im-
pediments; to hire an executive direc-
tor and support staff; and to fundraise.

As I have stated before, this legisla-
tion authorizes the partnership to re-
ceive appropriations as well as author-
izing and encouraging federal agencies
to make grants and provide other
forms of assistance to the partnership
and authorizing the partnership to ac-
cept private contributions. The SRDCs
are required to provide at least a 33-
percent match for funds it receives as a
result of its cooperative agreement
with the Federal Government.

As you know, too many parts of rural
America have not shared in the boom
that has brought great prosperity to
urban America. We need to do more to
ensure that rural citizens will have op-
portunities similar to those enjoyed by
urban areas. To do so, we do not nec-
essarily need new government pro-
grams. Instead, we must do a better job
of coordinating the many programs
available from USDA and other Federal
agencies that can benefit rural commu-
nities. With the passage of this legisla-
tion, the NRDP and SRDCs will be bet-
ter situated to provide that much need-
ed coordination.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator LARRY CRAIG
and 31 of our colleagues today in the
introduction of the National Rural De-
velopment Partnership Act of 2001.
This bill is similar to S. 3175 which
Senator CRAIG and I sponsored last
year during the 106th Congress. I am
pleased that so many members from
both sides of the aisle have recognized
the importance of this measure by
agreeing to join as original cosponsors.

The National Rural Development
Partnership had its origin in Executive
Order 12720, issued by President George
H. Bush in 1990. Through the issuance
of this order, the U.S. Department of
Agriculture was assigned the respon-
sibilities of creating the partnership
and providing assistance to States that
wish to form rural development part-
nerships. The intent of the legislation
is the same. At least 40 States have
now formed partnership councils to co-
ordinate rural development activities
of Federal, State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments with private and non-profit
organizations, to address community
and economic development needs, and
to coordinate community and job
building activities in rural areas. The
funding for these activities has been
voluntary from various Federal agen-
cies, including the Departments of
Health and Human Services, Labor,
Transportation, Veterans, and state
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agencies. The U.S. Department of Agri-
culture has historically provided the
largest single amount.

The needs of rural America are great.
The demands on the Federal budget are
also great. If we are to make optimum
use of hard-to-find Federal, State,
local, and private resources in rural
areas, it is imperative that we find
ways to coordinate development activi-
ties. This legislation does that. It for-
mally authorizes National Rural Devel-
opment Councils and also authorizes
appropriations for this program.

The existing partnerships are doing
an outstanding job in coordinating ac-
tivities to enhance the quality of life
and to build jobs in areas that have
historically lacked high paying oppor-
tunities. While we recognize the con-
tinuing importance of the agriculture
industry in many States, especially a
State like North Dakota, we recognize
that, unless we diversify our economy,
we will continue to see out migration
from the rural areas into the already
crowded metropolitan areas of our
country.

Again, I am pleased to join this bi-
partisan effort.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself,Mr.
CHAFEE, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
JOHNSON, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 1112. A bill to provide Federal Per-
kins Loan cancellation for public de-
fenders; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today I
rise with Senator CHAFEE to reintro-
duce legislation to include full-time
public defense attorneys in the Federal
Perkins Loan Cancellation Forgiveness
Program for law enforcement officers.
This bill would provide parity to public
defense attorneys and uphold the goals
set forth by the Supreme Court to
equalize access to legal resources. Sen-
ators FEINSTEIN, BINGAMAN, AKAKA,
KERRY, SARBANES, JOHNSON, and
INOUYE are original cosponsors of this
bipartisan bill. Representative Tom
Campbell of California introduced a
companion bill in the House in the
106th Congress.

Under section 465(a)(2)(F) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, a bor-
rower with a loan made under the Fed-
eral Perkins Loan Program is eligible
to have the loan canceled for serving
full-time as a law enforcement officer
or correction officer in a local, State,
or Federal law enforcement or correc-
tions agency. While the rules governing
borrower eligibility for law enforce-
ment cancellation have been inter-
preted by the Department of Education
to include prosecuting attorneys, pub-
lic defenders have been excluded from
the loan forgiveness program. This pol-
icy must be amended.

Like prosecutors, public defense at-
torneys play an integral role in our ad-
versarial process. This judicial process
is the most effective means of getting
at truth and rendering justice. The

United States Supreme Court in a se-
ries of cases has recognized the impor-
tance of the right to counsel in imple-
menting the Sixth Amendment’s guar-
antee of a fair trial and the Fourteenth
Amendment’s due process clause re-
quiring counsel to be appointed for all
person accused of offenses in which
there is a possibility of a jail term
being imposed.

Absent adequate counsel for all par-
ties, there is a danger that the out-
come maybe determined not by who
has the most convincing case but by
who has the most resources. The Court
rightly addressed this possible mis-
carriage of justice by requiring counsel
to be appointed for the accused. Public
defenders fill this Court mandated role
by representing the interests of crimi-
nally accused indigent person. they
give indigent defendants sufficient re-
sources to present an adequate defense,
so that the public goal of truth and jus-
tice will govern the outcome.

The Department of Education’s inter-
pretation of the statute to include pub-
lic defenders from the loan forgiveness
program undermines the goals set forth
by the Supreme Court to equalize ac-
cess to legal resources. It creates an
obvious disparity of resources between
public defenders and prosecutors by en-
couraging talented individuals to pur-
sue public service as prosecutors but
not as defenders. The criminal justice
system works best when both sides are
adequately represented. The public in-
terest is served when indigent defend-
ants have access to talented defenders.
One of the ways to facilitate this goal
is by granting loan cancellation bene-
fits to defense attorneys.

Moreover, public defense attorneys
meet all the eligibility requirements of
the loan forgiveness program as set
forth in current Federal regulations.
They belong to publicly funded public
defender agencies and they are sworn
officers of the court whose principal re-
sponsibilities are unique to the crimi-
nal justice system and are essential in
the performance of the agencies’ pri-
mary mission. In addition, like pros-
ecuting attorneys, public defenders are
law enforcement officers dedicated to
upholding, protecting, and enforcing
our laws. Without public defense attor-
neys, the adversarial process of our
criminal justice system could not oper-
ate.

I urge my colleague to join me, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, Senator FEINSTEIN, Sen-
ator BINGAMAN, Senator AKAKA, Sen-
ator KERRY, Senator SARBANES, Sen-
ator JOHNSON, and Senator INOUYE in
supporting the goal of equalized access
to legal resources, as set forth in the
Constitution and elucidated by the Su-
preme Court, by providing parity to
public defenders and allowing them to
join prosecutors in receiving loan can-
cellation benefits.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1112
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FEDERAL PERKINS LOAN CANCELLA-

TION FOR PUBLIC DEFENDERS.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The Department of Education has

issued clarifications that prosecuting attor-
neys are among the class of law enforcement
officers eligible for benefits under the Fed-
eral Perkins Loan cancellation program.

(2) Like prosecutors, public defenders also
meet all the eligibility requirements of the
Federal Perkins Loan cancellation program
as set forth in Federal regulations.

(3) Public defenders are law enforcement
officers who play an integral role in our Na-
tion’s adversarial legal process. Public de-
fenders fill the Supreme Court mandated
role requiring that counsel be appointed for
the accused, by representing the interests of
criminally accused indigent persons.

(4) In order to encourage highly qualified
attorneys to serve as public defenders, public
defenders should be included with prosecu-
tors among the class of law enforcement offi-
cers eligible to receive benefits under the
Federal Perkins Loan cancellation program.

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 465(a)(2)(F) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1087ee(a)(2)(F)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, or
as a full-time public defender for service to a
local or State government, or to the Federal
Government (directly or by a contract with
a private, nonprofit organization)’’ after
‘‘agencies’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to—

(1) loans made under part E of title IV of
the Higher Education Act of 1965, whether
made before, on, or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act; and

(2) service as a public defender that is pro-
vided on or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
or the amendment made by this section shall
be construed to authorize the refunding of
any repayment of a loan.

By Mr. SPECTER:
S. 1113. A bill to amend section 1562

of title 38, United States Code, to in-
crease the amount of Medal of Honor
Roll special pension, to provide for an
annual adjustment in the amount of
that special pension, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition at this time to com-
ment on legislation that I have intro-
duced today to increase the special
pension that is available to Medal of
Honor recipients, and to provide for
automatic adjustments in that special
pension to reflect annual increases in
the cost of living. When the Congress
enacted the Medal of Honor pension, it
stated, in the 1916 Senate Report, Re-
port No. 240, 64th Congress, accom-
panying enactment, that the special
pension was then necessary to serve as
a ‘‘recognition of superior claims on
the gratitude of the country,’’ and to
‘‘reward . . . in a modest way startling
deeds of individual daring and auda-
cious heroism in the face of mortal
danger when war is on.’’ The legisla-
tion that I have introduced today has
the same two purposes: to recognize,
and to reward, the ‘‘startling deeds of
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individual daring and audacious her-
oism’’ to which every Medal of Honor
recipient can lay claim.

No one can question that Medal of
Honor recipients deserve the Nation’s
respect and gratitude. And no one
could question a limited government
pension is a proper sign of that respect
and gratitude. I am concerned that
some of the 149 surviving Medal of
Honor recipients, there are only 149
such people among us, may struggle to
make financial ends meet, notwith-
standing the availability of the pen-
sion. The current $600 monthly amount
is simply too small, in my estimation,
to afford a minimum standard of living
for our Nation’s heroes given their ex-
penses.

In 1997, the Congressional Medal of
Honor Society suggested that the
Medal of Honor pension level be set at
$1,000 per month and that the level of
the pension be adjusted thereafter on
an annual basis to reflect increases in
the annual cost of living. At that time,
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, which I then had the privilege of
chairing, succeeded in securing an in-
crease in the pension from $400 to $600
per month, but we were not successful
in persuading the House to approve an
‘‘indexation’’ feature. I believe a com-
pelling argument could be made then,
and still can be made now, to grant the
entire increase suggested by the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor Society and
to approve the indexing of the benefit.
I am pleased to offer legislation to that
effect today.

Many Medal of Honor recipients, out
of a sense of duty and patriotism, make
frequent trips to provide accounts of
their act of valor and, more impor-
tantly, to speak of the lessons learned
in battle and the vigilance that free-
dom requires to this day. Countless
young Americans have benefitted by
the example of these most distin-
guished role models. Often, the ex-
penses associated with these excursions
are borne by the medal of Honor recipi-
ents themselves, men who, we must re-
member, emerged from, and, in most
cases, returned to, the ordinary citi-
zenry from whom America has always
drawn her warriors. Testimony offered
by AMVETS at a Veterans’ Affairs
Committee hearing on July 25, 1997,
confirmed that the majority of Medal
of Honor recipients live only on their
social security benefits, supplemented
by the Medal of Honor pension, giving
them an average monthly income of
only $1,600. It is unconscionable to
think that we, as a country, can allow
them to live so close to the poverty
line.

I ask my colleagues to join with me,
once again, to show our gratitude to
the recipients of our Nation’s highest
honor. Let us show them—in this
minor way—how grateful America
truly is for their wonderful example.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1113
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. INCREASE AND ANNUAL ADJUST-

MENT OF MEDAL OF HONOR ROLL
SPECIAL PENSION.

(a) INCREASE IN AMOUNT.—Subsection (a) of
section 1562 of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘$600’’ and inserting
‘‘$1,000, as adjusted from time to time under
subsection (e),’’.

(b) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—That section is
further amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(e) Effective as of December 1 each year,
the Secretary shall increase the amount of
monthly special pension payable under sub-
section (a) as of November 30 of such year by
the same percentage that benefit amounts
payable under title II of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are increased effec-
tive December 1 of such year as a result of a
determination under section 215(i) of that
Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) Except as pro-
vided in paragraph (2), the amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act, and shall
apply with respect to months that begin on
or after that date.

(2) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
not make any adjustment under subsection
(e) of section 1562 of title 38, United States
Code, as added by subsection (b) of this sec-
tion, in 2001.

By Mr. SPECTER:
S. 1114. A bill to amend title 38,

United States Code, to increase the
amount of educational benefits for vet-
erans under the Montgomery GI Bill;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition at this time to com-
ment briefly on legislation that I am
introducing today to increase edu-
cational benefits paid to veterans
under the Montgomery GI bill, MGIB.
This bill is the same as a bill, H.R. 1291,
that was passed by the House, under
the leadership of the chairman of the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
Representative CHRIS SMITH, on June
19, 2001, by a vote of 416–0. I introduce
the same legislation here in the Sen-
ate, and I urge my colleagues to join
with me to complete the task of in-
creasing veterans’ Montgomery GI bill
benefits.

This legislation, once it is fully
phased in over a three year period,
would increase the basic monthly ben-
efit paid to veterans with at least three
years of service who have returned to
school from $650 to $1,100. With this 85
percent increase in MGIB benefits, the
largest percentage increase in the his-
tory of the Montgomery GI bill, a vet-
eran with three years of service would
be able to afford the average cost of
tuition, fees, books, and room and
board at a four-year public college or
university, and still have money left
over for transportation expenses or
other personal expenses. The legisla-
tion would provide greater educational
freedom for veterans who are con-
strained by the current benefit

amount; it would open up the possi-
bility of attendance at more expensive
universities. And it would promote the
national security interests of the
United States by providing a substan-
tial inducement for young men and
women to serve in the military.

When I became chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs at
the start of the 105th Congress in 1997,
I committed to increasing MGIB bene-
fits which, due to budget constraints,
had been woefully inadequate. I am
pleased to report that that picture has
changed; the basic MGIB benefit has
increased by 52 percent from $427 to 650
per month, and in addition, service
members now have the opportunity to
‘‘buy-up’’ an additional $150 in monthly
benefits, bringing the total level of
available benefits to $800 per month, an
increase of 87 percent since 1997. De-
spite this significant progress, how-
ever, I remain concerned that the ben-
efit usage rate among young veterans
is too low, and that it may not yet be
a sufficient inducement to assist the
Department of Defense in recruiting
high quality young men and women to
serve in the military.

Of the young veterans eligible for
MGIB benefits, only 57 percent choose
to avail themselves of this extraor-
dinary opportunity. According to a re-
cent report by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, VA, a significant reason
for this relatively low usage rate is the
inadequacy of the benefit amount.
MGIB benefits have simply not kept
pace with rising education costs. As a
consequence, veterans who use the ben-
efit must compromise on the edu-
cational programs they select; a low
percentage of MGIB users, only 12 per-
cent, attend private institutions, and a
relatively high percentage of MGIB
users, 27 percent, enroll in two-year
college programs. Now I do not under-
value the role, contributions, or qual-
ity of our two-year colleges. The fact
is, however, that many veterans who
would choose to attend four-year insti-
tutions, even public institutions, can-
not afford to do so with the current
level of benefits. My legislation would
move us closer to the day when the
only limitation on veterans’ edu-
cational choice would be their own in-
terests and aspirations.

One of the primary purposes of the
MGIB is to assist the Department of
Defense, DOD with service member re-
cruitment. When DOD asked new re-
cruits in 1997 to list the reasons they
joined the military, money for college
ranked second only to ‘‘a chance to
better myself in life’’ among the an-
swers given. Even so, tight labor mar-
ket and the availability of other Fed-
eral education aid have resulted in
DOD difficulty in meeting recruiting
goals. The Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Force Management Policy re-
ports that a benefit level ‘‘of approxi-
mately $1,000 per month . . . would in-
crease high-quality accessions without
having a negative impact on reenlist-
ments. . . .’’ Thus, my proposed legis-
lation, which would, in phases, increase
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the monthly benefit to $1,100, is con-
sistent with DOD’s position that in-
creased MGIB benefits are necessary
for it to attract high-quality recruits.

Attracting high-quality young men
and women into the military is not
only in the interest of the Department
of Defense, it is in the national interest
of all of our citizens. The United States
Commission on National Security/21st
Century, chaired by our former col-
leagues, Senators Gary Hart and War-
ren Rudman, recently called on Con-
gress to enhance national security by
‘‘significantly enhanc[ing] the Mont-
gomery GI Bill’’ by providing a benefit
that would pay for the average edu-
cation costs of four-year U.S. colleges.
The Commission emphasized that the
‘‘GI bill is both a strong recruitment
tool and, more importantly, a valuable
institutional reward for service to the
nation in uniform.’’ I thank the Com-
mission for recognizing the important
role the GI bill has played, and will
continue to play, in ensuring the secu-
rity of our country.

I commend the chairman of the
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
Representative CHRIS SMITH, who has
taken the lead on this issue in the
House during this first year of his
chairmanship. Under Mr. SMITH’s lead-
ership, the House did its part on June
19, 2001, by passing H.R. 1291 by a re-
sounding vote of 416–0. I urge my Sen-
ate colleagues to join with me to com-
plete the task here in the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1114
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER
MONTGOMERY GI BILL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Section 3015(a)(1) of
title 38, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(1) for an approved program of education
pursued on a full-time basis, at the monthly
rate of—

‘‘(A) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2002, $800,

‘‘(B) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2003, $950,

‘‘(C) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2004, $1,100, and

‘‘(D) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-
curring during the previous fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); or’’.

(2) Section 3015(b)(1) of such title is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(1) for an approved program of education
pursued on a full-time basis, at the monthly
rate of—

‘‘(A) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2002, $650,

‘‘(B) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2003, $772,

‘‘(C) for months occurring during fiscal
year 2004, $894, and

‘‘(D) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-
curring during the previous fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); or’’.

(b) CPI ADJUSTMENT.—No adjustment in
rates of educational assistance shall be made
under section 3015(h) of title 38, United
States Code, for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and
2004.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. INOUYE, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, and Mr. CORZINE):

S. 1115. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to
making progress toward the goal of
eliminating tuberculosis, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join my colleagues Senator
STEVENS, Senator INOUYE, Senator
HUTCHISON, and Senator CORZINE in in-
troducing the Comprehensive Tuber-
culosis Elimination Act. This bipar-
tisan legislation will provide enhanced
authority and greater resources to
State, local and Federal health offi-
cials to do all they can to combat this
deadly infectious disease in our coun-
try.

Tuberculosis is the world’s leading
infectious killer. Its growth has been
propelled by the global HIV epidemic,
and multi-drug resistant strains have
become increasingly prevalent around
the world. The World Health Organiza-
tion estimates that more than one-
third of the world’s population is in-
fected with tuberculosis. Every year,
there are 8 million new cases of active
tuberculosis and 2 million deaths from
tuberculosis. This disease causes more
deaths among women worldwide than
all other causes of maternal death
combined.

These harrowing statistics illustrate
the truth behind the saying that dis-
eases know no borders. Senators
INOUYE, STEVENS, and HUTCHISON and I
have already introduced the Stop TB
Now Act, which focuses on inter-
national tuberculosis control. The bill
we are introducing today will deal with
tuberculosis in our own country. Only
through enactment of both of these
measures can we be sure of defeating
this readily treatable and preventable
disease.

Today’s bill is intended to fulfill the
recommendations of the landmark re-
port issued by the Institute of Medicine
last year, entitled ‘‘Ending Neglect:
The Elimination of Tuberculosis in the
United States.’’ Our measure will cre-
ate a national plan for the eradication
of tuberculosis. It will enhance tuber-
culosis-related research, education and
training through the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention. It will
also expand support for vaccine re-
search and for international tuber-
culosis research through the National
Institutes of Health.

In the United States, tuberculosis
has been going through what the Insti-
tute of Medicine calls ‘‘recurrent cy-
cles of neglect’’ by public health au-
thorities, ‘‘followed by resurgence’’ of
the disease. In the late nineteenth cen-
tury, tuberculosis was one of the lead-
ing causes of death in America. As cit-
ies swelled with waves of European im-

migration, millions of individuals and
families were forced into overcrowded
tenements and unhealthy workplaces.
Many fell victim to outbreaks of dead-
ly infectious diseases. In 1886, the lead-
ing cause of death among infants was
tuberculosis, followed by infant diar-
rhea.

Although medical science and public
health were in their infancy in those
days, the need to combat tuberculosis
was clear even then. In 1882, Robert
Kock first isolated the organism that
causes this disease, providing physi-
cians and scientists with a microbial
foundation for science-based public
health action. In the early twentieth
century, health advocates and physi-
cians formed an association dedicated
to fighting tuberculosis, which today is
the American Lung Association. Their
work helped to bring about more sani-
tary living conditions and workplaces
for the poor, stronger public health
laws, and the use of sanatoriums to
treat people with tuberculosis.

In this century, the possibility of ac-
tually eradicating tuberculosis arose
following the development of effective
antibiotics in the 1950s. But the coun-
try failed to capitalize on scientific op-
portunities or undertake the kind of
broad public health campaign that we
undertook so successfully against
polio. As a result, scientific interest
and public health funding for tuber-
culosis control waned in the following
decades. After years of decline, specific
Federal funding for tuberculosis con-
trol was actually eliminated in 1972.

Our country paid the price for this
complacency in the 1980s. A resurgence
of cases and an alarming growth in the
prevalence of drug-resistant tuber-
culosis strains challenged public health
and shook the confidence of experts.
Through great effort and difficulty, we
renewed our national commitment to
fighting tuberculosis. But the effort
took longer than necessary, and the
Nation suffered needless deaths and ill-
ness as we worked to bring the number
of new tuberculosis cases to its cur-
rent, all-time low.

Today, we have a historic oppor-
tunity to eradicate tuberculosis in the
United States. We have a generation of
public health officials who have lived
through and successfully combated the
recent resurgence of the disease. And
we have expert recommendations from
both the Federal Advisory Council for
the Elimination of Tuberculosis and
the Institute of Medicine to guide our
efforts.

This legislation is supported by lead-
ing public health organizations, includ-
ing the American Lung Association,
the American Thoracic Society, the
National Coalition to Eliminate Tuber-
culosis and RESULTS International.
Its enactment can be an essential in
achieving to fulfilling this important
and long overdue public health goal,
and I urge the Senate to approve it.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, and Mr. CORZINE):
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S. 1116. A bill amend the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 to provide in-
creased foreign assistance for tuber-
culosis prevention, treatment, and con-
trol; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleagues, Senator
STEVENS, Senator KENNEDY, Senator
HUTCHISON, and Senator CORZINE, to in-
troduce the Stop Tuberculosis Now Act
of 2001, a bill that responds to the dire
need of the United States and the rest
of the world to stop the terrible infec-
tion that is threatening citizens in
every country of the world.

Tuberculosis is the biggest killer of
young women and people with AIDS in
the world today, and two million peo-
ple will die of tuberculosis this year
alone. Although tuberculosis is pre-
ventable and treatable, last year there
were more than 17,000 new cases of tu-
berculosis in the U.S. Among these
cases were new strains of tuberculosis
that are resistant to many traditional
antibiotics that were very successful in
the past. Due to its infectious and re-
sistant nature, tuberculosis cannot be
stopped at national borders, and vir-
tually every international airport in
the U.S. therefore is a port of entry for
carriers of tuberculosis. Thus, it will be
impossible to control tuberculosis in
the U.S. until we control it worldwide.

Because of this dire situation, we are
introducing the ‘‘Stop Tuberculosis
Now Act,’’ which calls for a U.S. in-
vestment in international tuberculosis
control of $200 million in 2002, with a
focus on expanding the proven, low
cost direct observation therapy sys-
tem, DOTS, tuberculosis treatment for
countries with high rates of tuber-
culosis infection. DOTS tuberculosis
treatment involves a health worker ob-
serving and ensuring tuberculosis pa-
tients take their prescribed medication
that is needed to stop a tuberculosis in-
fection successfully. The current pro-
jection for implementing an inter-
national tuberculosis treatment pro-
gram is $1 billion. The U.S. share of
this program would be $200 million.
This is a small price to pay in order to
stop this terrible infectious disease
which brings such misery and death, to
the U.S. and the rest of the world.

This bill would amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 and declare that
a major objective of the U.S. foreign
assistance program is to control tuber-
culosis. Congress would designate the
World Health Organization and other
health organizations to develop and
implement a comprehensive tuber-
culosis control program, including ex-
panding the use of the strategy of
DOTS tuberculosis treatment method
and strategies to address multi-drug
resistant tuberculosis. The particular
focus of this program would be in coun-
tries with the highest rates of tuber-
culosis infection. The program would
set as goals the cure of at least 95 per-
cent of tuberculosis cases detected and
the reduction of tuberculosis related
deaths by 50 percent, by December 31,
2010.

I ask unanimous consent that the
test the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1116
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Stop Tuber-
culosis (TB) Now Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1)(A) Tuberculosis is one of the greatest

infectious causes of death of adults world-
wide, killing 2,000,000 people per year—one
person every 15 seconds.

(B) Globally, tuberculosis is the leading
cause of death of young women and the lead-
ing cause of death of people with HIV/AIDS.

(2) An estimated 8,000,000 individuals de-
velop active tuberculosis each year.

(3) Tuberculosis is spreading as a result of
inadequate treatment and it is a disease that
knows no national borders.

(4) With over 40 percent of tuberculosis
cases in the United States attributable to
foreign-born individuals and with the in-
crease in international travel, commerce,
and migration, elimination of tuberculosis in
the United States depends on efforts to con-
trol the disease in developing countries.

(5) The threat that tuberculosis poses for
Americans derives from the global spread of
tuberculosis and the emergence and spread of
strains of multi-drug resistant tuberculosis
(MDR–TB).

(6) Up to 50,000,000 individuals may be in-
fected with multi-drug resistant tuber-
culosis.

(7) In the United States, tuberculosis treat-
ment, normally about $2,000 per patient, sky-
rockets to as much as $250,000 per patient to
treat multi-drug resistant tuberculosis, and
treatment may not even be successful.

(8) Multi-drug resistant tuberculosis kills
more than one-half of those individuals in-
fected in the United States and other indus-
trialized nations and without access to treat-
ment it is a virtual death sentence in the de-
veloping world.

(9) There is a highly effective and inexpen-
sive treatment for tuberculosis. Rec-
ommended by the World Health Organization
as the best curative method for tuberculosis,
this strategy, known as directly observed
treatment, short course (DOTS), includes
low-cost effective diagnosis, treatment, mon-
itoring, and recordkeeping, as well as a reli-
able drug supply. A centerpiece of DOTS is
observing patients to ensure that they take
their medication and complete treatment.
SEC. 3. ASSISTANCE FOR TUBERCULOSIS PRE-

VENTION, TREATMENT, AND CON-
TROL.

(a) ADDITIONAL PREVENTION, TREATMENT,
AND CONTROL.—Section 104(c)(7)(A) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151b(c)(7)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by adding at the end before
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, by expanding
the use of the strategy known as directly ob-
served treatment, short course (DOTS) and
strategies to address multi-drug resistant tu-
berculosis (MDR–TB) where appropriate at
the local level, particularly in countries
with the highest rate of tuberculosis’’; and

(2) in clause (ii)—
(A) by inserting after ‘‘the cure of at least

95 percent of the cases detected’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘by focusing efforts on the use of the
directly observed treatment, short course
(DOTS) strategy or other internationally ac-
cepted primary tuberculosis control strate-
gies’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘and the cure’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the cure’’.

(b) FUNDING REQUIREMENT.—Section
104(c)(7) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2151b(c)(7)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘‘(B) In carrying out this paragraph, not
less than 75 percent of the amount appro-
priated pursuant to the authorization of ap-
propriations under subparagraph (D) shall be
used for the diagnosis and treatment of tu-
berculosis for at-risk and affected popu-
lations utilizing directly observed treat-
ment, short course (DOTS) strategy or other
internationally accepted primary tuber-
culosis control strategies developed in con-
sultation with the World Health Organiza-
tion (WHO), including funding for the Global
Tuberculosis Drug Facility of WHO’s Stop
TB Partnership.’’.

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 104(c)(7) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151b(c)(7)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (C) (as
redesignated by this Act) as subparagraph
(D); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following:

‘‘(C) In conjunction with the transmission
of the annual request for enactment of au-
thorizations and appropriations for foreign
assistance programs for each fiscal year, the
President shall transmit to Congress a re-
port that contains a summary of all pro-
grams, projects, and activities carried out
under this paragraph for the preceding fiscal
year, including a description of the extent to
which such programs, projects, and activities
have made progress to achieve the goals de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii).’’.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Subparagraph (D) of section 104(c)(7) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151b(c)(7)), as redesignated by this Act, is
amended by striking ‘‘$60,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 2001 and 2002’’ and inserting
‘‘$60,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 2002’’.

By Ms. LANDRIEU:
S. 1117. A bill to establish the policy

of the United States for reducing the
number of nuclear warheads in the
United States and Russian arsenals, for
reducing the number of nuclear weap-
ons of those two nations that are on
high alert, and for expanding and accel-
erating programs to prevent diversion
and proliferation of Russian nuclear
weapons, fissile materials, and nuclear
expertise; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, when
Winston Churchill addressed the stu-
dent body at Westminister College in
1946, he declared to the United States
that ‘‘with primacy of power is also
joined an awe-inspiring accountability
to the future . . . you must not only
feel the sense of duty done, but also the
anxiety lest you fall below that level of
achievement.’’ Over the course of the
cold war, we did not fail in our duty,
nor should we in the new century.

In the same speech he laid before the
whole world the rhetoric that would
define the cold war. In describing the
Sphere of Soviet dominance in Eastern
Europe, Mr. Churchill described an Iron
Curtain which the ancient capitals of
Warsaw, Prague, and Budapest were
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held. With the fall of communism in
the early part of the last decade, the
United States has had to re-shape its
review of Eastern Europe. No longer do
we view the countries of Poland, the
Czech Republic, or Hungary as isolated
adversaries, but as partners in the very
alliance that carried us through the
cold war. In the same way that we have
looked to reforming our relationship
with the countries of the old Warsaw
Pact we must find new ways to view
Russia. It is difficult to fathom that in
the 21st century we view Russia as a
declared ally on the world stage while
maintaining a nuclear posture at home
which treats her as an enemy. It is
time that we transform our nuclear
doctrine from one that reflects the
thinking of the cold war to one that
fits in the context of the 21st century
and addresses what is perhaps the
greatest threat to our security.

When President Bush met with Mr.
Putin a few weeks ago, he expressed
that the United States and Russia can
find a ‘‘common position’’ on a ‘‘new
strategic framework’’. President Bush
declared that the two countries are
friends and that it is time for the U.S.
and Russia to act that way. In context
of this historic meeting, it is time that
we ‘‘work together to address the world
as it is, not as it used to be, it is impor-
tant that we not only talk differently,
we must also act differently.’’

I rise today to introduce legislation
that would direct the President to seek
in his own words: ‘‘ . . . a broad strat-
egy of active non-proliferation . . . to
deny weapons of terror from those
seeking to acquire them . . . and to
work with allies and friends who wish
to join us to defend against the harm
they, WMD can inflict’’

The Nuclear threat Reduction Act of
2001, NTRA, would make it the policy
of the United States to reduce the
number of nuclear warheads and deliv-
ery systems held by the U.S. and Rus-
sia through bilateral agreements.
These reductions should fall to the low-
est possible number consistent with na-
tional security. It would enable the
President to reduce our nuclear stock-
pile while negotiating such reductions
with the Russians that are transparent,
predictable and verifiable. To do such a
thing would be a mark of principled
leadership. It would acknowledge that
it is no longer necessary to maintain
large stockpiles of nuclear arms by the
United States and Russia and that to
continue to do so would be unaccept-
able.

On May 23,2000 President Bush stated
‘‘The premises of cold war targeting
should no longer dictate the size of our
arsenal.’’ I could not agree with the
President more. The current level of
nuclear weapons maintained by the
United States comes at a great cost to
ourselves financially and poses a sig-
nificant threat to our security. The
level of nuclear protection that we
maintain forces the Russians to keep a
similarly robust force which they can-
not afford. The crumbling infrastruc-

ture of the Russian Military contin-
ually raises the risk of accidental
launch or greater proliferation. Indeed,
the legislation being considered today
would ensure that once parts of the
Russian arsenal are dismantled, they
will be kept safe, they will be ac-
counted for, and they will eventually
be destroyed.

The savings from reducing our nu-
clear arsenal are substantial. A recent
CBO report estimated that $1.67 billion
could be saved by retiring 50 MX Peace-
keeper missiles by 2003. We could use
this money to address shortfalls in our
conventional capabilities. Addition-
ally, we can devote more funds to
meeting the asymmetrical threats that
will face us in the future. To invest in
deterrents to cyberwarfare and to aug-
ment spending on homeland defense
would be the best way to transform our
thinking and spending from the Cold
War to the twenty-first century.

In addition to this, the Nuclear
Threat Reduction Act would encourage
the U.S. and Russia to take their sys-
tems off of high-alert status. In the
context of the cold war, such a strat-
egy was necessary to ensure our secu-
rity, but it no longer applies to present
conditions.

The Nuclear Threat Reduction Act
would also embolden existing Depart-
ment of State, Energy, and Defense
programs that seek to contain existing
nuclear weapons material and exper-
tise in Russia. The economic situation
in Russia makes it more and more like-
ly that a rouge state will acquire the
means to manufacture nuclear weap-
ons. This could come through the dis-
tribution of nuclear material or the ex-
odus of Russian scientists. Our former
colleague Sen Nunn put it best when he
said ‘‘We dare not risk a world where a
Russian scientist can take care of his
children by endangering ours.’’ The
cost to the United States is minuscule
compared to the threat of nuclear pro-
liferation. Work on this serious issue
has already been addressed by the
Nunn-Lugar bill, but it is time that we
further our efforts.

In January of this year, a task force
headed by Howard Baker and Lloyd
Cutler issued a report calling the pro-
liferation of the Russian nuclear stock-
pile ‘‘The most serious threat to na-
tional security we face today’’. The
Baker-Cutler Task Force strongly en-
dorsed existing non-proliferation pro-
grams and suggested that their goals
could be achieved in 8–10 years if they
are fully funded. Increased support for
these programs will certainly bring
them more in line with the immediacy
and scope of the dangers that they ad-
dress.

The NTRA requires the President to
formulate and submit to Congress a
strategic plan to secure and neutralize
Russia’s nuclear weapons and weapons-
usable materials over the next eight
years. The plan would have to include
the administrative and organizational
reforms necessary to provide effective
coordination of these programs and to

reflect the priority that the President
attaches to them. The President him-
self has advocated such a strategy and
I call on him to implement it.

Finally, the NTRA requires the
President to submit a report to Con-
gress on the feasibility of establishing
a ‘‘debt for security’’ program with
Russia. Under this concept, a portion
of Russia’s debts to various major pow-
ers would be forgiven in exchange for a
Russian commitment to devoting those
funds to non-proliferation activities. If
successful, such a program could sig-
nificantly help Russia’s secure, ac-
count for, and neutralize its weapons
materials.

In closing, The Nuclear Reduction
Act of 2001 would help us fulfill the
duty that comes with being the world’s
last remaining super power. By pre-
venting the spread of nuclear materials
and technology, reducing the nuclear
stockpiles of the United States and
Russia, and by taking our missiles off
of high-alert status, we can fulfill that
duty. I ask the other Members of the
Senate to join me in support of this
measure.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 819. Mr. THOMPSON proposed an
amendment to the bill S. 1052, to amend the
Public Health Service Act and the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 to
protect consumers in managed care plans
and other health coverage.

SA 820. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
BAYH, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. EDWARDS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1052,
supra.

SA 821. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 822. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 823. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 824. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 825. Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 826. Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. NEL-
SON, of Nebraska, Mr. ENZI, Mr. VOINOVICH,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. ROBERTS) proposed
an amendment to the bill S. 1052, supra.

SA 827. Mr. DOMENICI submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 828. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

SA 829. Mr. DEWINE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 1052, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 830. Mr. BREAUX (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr.
EDWARDS) proposed an amendment to the bill
S. 1052, supra.
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